Kim, Jong-Bok. 2011. English Transparent Free Relatives: Interactions between the Lexicon and Constructions. English Language and Linguistics 17.2, 153-181. English employs two different types of free relatives: standard and transparent. Of these two types, transparent free relatives (TFRs) displaying intriguing syntactic and semantic properties. In particular, transparent free relatives (TFRs) are peculiar in the sense that the predicative expression within the relative clause functions as the head of the clause with respect to syntactic as well as semantic properties. In this paper, we provide a non-movement analysis of TFRs that places an emphasis on the interactions between the lexicon and constructional constraints.
Introduction
English has two main types of relative clauses, dependent and free relative clauses, as exemplified in the following:
(1) a. The books [that you read] belong to me.
b. [What(ever) you read] belongs to me. * I thank three anonymous reviewers of this journal for comments and suggestions. My thanks also go to Jungsoo Kim, Kyeongmin Kim, Okgi Kim, Hyunwoo Lee, Seulkee Park, and Eun-Jung Yoo for helpful comments. All errors remain mine.
In (1a), the relative clause is 'dependent' on the referent of the relative pronoun that and its antecedent the books. Meanwhile, the relative clause in (1b) has no antecedent it modifies and is thus 'free' from its antecedent in a sense. What makes this type of 'free' relative clause more intriguing is that there is a different type of free relative clauses as seen from the following corpus data we extracted from the COCA: 1) (2 However, there are some important differences between these two types of free relatives. One main difference between examples like (1b) and those like (2) is that the 'felt' nucleus of the clause is what(ever) in (1b) but multifactorial and trousers in (2). This can be evidenced from the fact that the NP trousers determines the number value of the main verb. In this respect, the free relative clause is 'transparent' with respect to the plurality of trousers. Following Wilder (1999) , we also call examples like (1b)
'standard' free relative (SFR, henceforth) and those like (2) 'transparent' free relative (TFR, henceforth).
1) The corpus COCA (Corpus of Contemporary American English) contains 425 million word corpus of American English, dated between 1990 and 2011. Compared to the BNC (British National Corpus) and ANC (American National Corpus), this corpus is large, balanced, up-to-date, and freely-available online.
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There are many issues related to both of these constructions. In this paper, we review some main grammatical properties of the so called transparent free relative clauses, while comparing them with standard free relative clauses. After discussing three main previous approaches to TFRs, we then provide a construction-based analysis that places strong emphasis on the interactions between the lexicon and constructional properties.
Transparent Effects and Headedness
Grammatical properties of English free relatives have been discussed in much literature including Kajita (1977) , Wilder (1999) , Grosu (2003) , and van Riemsdijk (2000 Riemsdijk ( , 2006 among others. In this section, we will review some main properties that any analysis needs to account for. As indicated by the parentheses, the TFR minus the predicate behaves like an optional modifier to the nucleus predicate (Kajita 1977 , Wilder 1999 Riemsdijk 2000, among others). This parenthetical modifier plays a hedging
2) The parentheses are added here for the exposition reason. In (6a), no constituents in the bracketed relative clause are parenthetical.
Even in non-specific relative clauses like (6b), the wh-element is obligatory and the proposition expressed by the clause is meant to be true. This in turn means that the TFR minus its nucleus can be said to have a transparent effect.
Distributional Properties: With respect to distributional possibilities, SFRs externally act like nominal clauses. They appear in the contexts where otherwise only NPs can occur (Jacobson 1995 , Bresnan and Grimshaw 1978 , Quirk et al. 1985 : (7) Number Agreement: The number value of SFRs is singular or determined by the wh-phrase while that of TFRs is dependent upon the nucleus.
Consider the agreement factors in an interrogative, relative, and SFR clauses, respectively:
3) Not all syntactic categories can be used as the nucleus. For example, a finite VP cannot be used as a nucleus in the TFR. See section 3.2.
(15) a. What books he has written isn't/*aren't certain.
b. The books Kim has written *hasn't/haven't been published.
c. What(ever) books he has written *hasn't/haven't been sold well.
In interrogative constructions (15a), it is the whole interrogative subject NP that determines the grammatical number of the main verb. In the canonical relative clause (15b), however, it is the head NP the books that induces number agreement with the main verb. In the SFR (15c), it is not the whole subject phrase but just the wh-expression, what(ever) books, that determines agreement with the main verb. This implies that the head of the SFR is the nominal phrase with the wh-free-relative word as its specifier (Bresnan and Grimshaw 1978 , McCawley 1998 , Quirk et al. 1985 . 4) In addition to the differences in the set of available wh-words between interrogative and free relative constructions, they differ in that the occurrence of indirect questions depends on the types of predicates, whereas that of free relatives does not.
(i) a. *Kim ate which dish Lee served to her. b. Kim knew which dish Lee served to her. (ii) a. *Which dish Lee served to her went into the trash.
b. Which dish Lee served to her was unclear.
As observed, the predicates, know and unclear allow indirect questions as complements, but ate and went do not.
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The number value of the main verb in both examples varies. This variation cannot be accounted for if we identically take what as the head of the clause. It is rather the predicate nucleus in the clause that determines the number value of the whole phrase. This observation once again shows us that unlike SFRs, TFRs display transparent effects. As illustrated here, the bold-faced NP in each of the examples requires a specified preposition in the given context. For example, in (a) examples, we observe that the verb speaks requires in with the following NP head dialect while live asks for in with the following NP an age of communication.
These requirements are still effective with the presence of the TFRs in (b) examples. Indicating that the nucleus of the TFRs determines the preposition, this once again displays a transparent effect of the TFRs, supporting the idea that the XP is the head of the entire TFR construction (Kajita 1977 , McCawley 1998 .
Coordination Conjunction: Coordination data also show us the headedness of the nucleus in the TFRs and a transparent effect (Kajita 1977 , van Riemsdijk 2000 , 2006 . Observe the following corpus data: (20) As the complement of portrait can be wh-questioned in the simple case in (23a), we observe the same phenomenon with the TFR as shown in (23b).
This again implies the parenthetical function, that is, transparent effect of the clause.
However, a caveat is that extraction out of the TFR is not always possible, as pointed out by Grosu (2003) : (24) As shown in (27) and (28) 
Previous Analyses

Parenthetical Placement with Backward Deletion
In order to capture the parenthetical property of the TFR clause, Wilder (1999) proposes two steps in generating TFR clauses.
(31) a.
Step 1: Insert a complete relative clause into a matrix clause as a parenthetical expression b.
Step 2: Delete the predicate in the relative clause using the rule 'Backward Deletion'
The following illustrates how these two steps are applied: 
Shared Structures
As a way of solving problems arising from the TFR examples in the medial position, van Riemsdijk (2000 Riemsdijk ( , 2006 proposes that the TFR-construction is generated by a process in which the structure of a TFR is 'grafted' onto another tree structure, that of the matrix clause. The basic idea of this analysis is that a certain constituent can be shared by two different clauses or at two different positions in the given syntactic position.
A simple illustration of this analysis can be given in (34) 
A Constructional Perspective
One of the main generalizations on TFRs that we have made so far is that the predicative element in the TFR clause functions as the nucleus (syntactic and semantic head) of the TFR clause when its subject is what.
Our analysis starts with the assumption that, following Grosu (2003) , this what is also unspecified for its syntactic and semantic value. As a way of reflecting this in the present context, we assume that there is a construction whose head is a phrasal-level unary construction. This construction functions 
The construction means that a predicative expression selecting a TFR subject can be projected into a TFR construction whose HEAD and SEM values are identical with the selected subject 's HEAD and SEM values, respectively. 6) Note that this does not mean that the main properties of the construction can be originated from any predicative NP. Only when a predicative expression selects the TFR expression what as its subject, the predicative phrase can be pumped up or projected as a transparent free relative (tfr-cx)
clause.
For example, the NP the American dream can be either realized as a simple NP construction in (38a) or as a TFR construction tfr-cx in (38b):
(38) a. I am pursuing the American dream.
b. I am pursing what they call the American dream.
6) See Yoo (2008) for a different analysis within a constraint-based perspective. In addition, see Kim (2008) , Lee (2009) , and Kim and Sells (2011) for the advantages of construction-based perspectives.
In (38b), the NP the American dream is realized as a predictive expression selecting a TFR subject. This will then allow us to have the following TFR construction: reference. In the present analysis, this is also expected since the semantic value of what is underspecified and eventually identified with the predicate nucleus.
At this point, we need to note that the main verbs in the TFR are all raising verbs including such as those like appear, seem, to, be, consider, describe, assume, characterize, regard , and the like. One main property of these raising verbs is that its subject is not determined by itself (not theta-marked by itself) but identified with that of its nonfinite complement (cf. Sag et al. 2003, Kim and Sells 2008) :
(46) a. *John appears to rain.
b. It appears to rain. b. John believed it to rain.
As represented in Sag et al. (2003) and Kim and Sells (2008) , the simplest way to capture this property is to structure-share the subject of a raising predicate with that of its nonfinite VP complement as exemplified by the following: Binding facts also follow since the index value (part of the semantics value) of the whole clause is determined by the predicative expression.
Extraction facts also can be expected since the present analysis induces the effect of treating the TRF as a parenthetical expression.
The present analysis can also provide a uniform analysis for the subject gapped TFR example. Consider part of the structure for a sentence like
What seem to be pebbles are strewn across the lawn: 11) 10) As for the syntactic head of the TFR, following Kim's (2001) analysis where in SFRs the wh-expression functions as the syntactic head as an independent constructional constraint, we assume that what is the syntactic head. See Kim (2001) and Yoo (2008) . 11) See Kim and Sells (2008) for a detailed analysis of treating the subject-gapped long distance phenomena in English. The first thing to note here is that seem, to and be are all raising predicates, implying that their subjects are identical with the subject of their complement. The NP pebbles functions as a predicate selecting what as its subject, indicating the subject of the raising verb be is identical with this subject. Since seem and to are also raising predicates, the subject of seem, 
Conclusion
English transparent free relatives (TFRs) display many different properties from seemingly similar standard free relatives (SFRs). In particular, they are intriguing with respect to their transparent effects. We have shown that it is not the wh-relative pronoun or the relative clause that determines the clause's number, definiteness, and reference. It is the predicative nucleus that determines such syntactic as well as semantic values of the clause.
We have sketched a construction-based perspective for the analysis of intriguing English transparent relative clauses. Our analysis, adopting Grosu's assumption that what in TFRs is underspecified with its syntactic and semantic value, introduces the construction transparent-relative-clause with its own constructional constraints. This constructional constraint, interacting with independent properties of raising verbs, can offer us a streamlined analysis for the transparent effects of the construction without resorting to movement operations.
